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“REC'D MAY 2), 19 7G 


CRIMINAL DOCKET 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 


D.C Form Mo. 10 Rev. 
TITLE OF CASE 


THE UNITED STATES 


For Defendant: 
John A, Housand}+ Maxwell Heiman - Appointed 


us Pellevue Avenue 


_Anarew A, Bu 


STATISTICAL RECORD 


§.2 mailed 


,._ 38, 3 mailed 


Sec. 371 & 1623 


Bie Gs a 
nnn ee oe 
» PROCEEDINGS 
_at Hartford returned a True Bili of Indictment— ient_ 
B C_371 in count ] = conspiracy; and 18 USC 
& 4 al :>_declarations before the Grand Jury or 
h_ Wari nts to issue with bond set at $25,000.00 with £1 full 
“Zor Me _-Bucedand. $100. 000.00 for Mr. Housand, It is 4 condi-_ 
on..0 bo 0 TAN HEY PA ERE RECT Py Ee ee 
ohn Dowd the indictment on H-74-185 is dismissed without 
prejudice .(Clarie,t.)—___ NOE eee ee TLRS 
och Warrants issued in duplicate and with with certified copies __ 
° he ment handed US Marshal for service, FF 
B = Ao not_guilty entered to count 1. Two weeks for Motzons- 
: to respond in one week, Atty. Coffey requests that Court 
M Bucci two weeks to decide whether bF2> will represent nimse ti “zty. 
Bucci to appear on April 8th at 10:00am to check US Att file. 
Motions to be filed on April 14th. Govt. to respond Se eet tee 
Atty. Succi request __ personal _surety bond, __ Govt. _agree s_ us netanaT | 
request _ to put up his house, Ail pape with US Ma I 
sy April dnd. (Clarie,J.) Ail_papers to be filed with US Marshal 
7 Ne ee, ee ee 


USA vs Andrew A, Bucci & John A. Housand 


OUSAND ~ PIEA of not uilty entered to four counts of Indictment. 
Attys. McNamara Pec are released as Attorneys for Def. Housandi, 
Court will appoint new count te (Clarie,J. 


Executed Marshel's return n filed re Deft. Bucci. ucci, (Warrant for Fo 
Arrest of Defendant.) 


3A 


: Saseks. Wi lai i, inisans aki capealal aabaceas. 2Uiad tanaee 
to before Clarie,J.)m-4/15/75 Ss 
NOTICE OF RE AD INE SS; FILED BY GOVT. 
Motion to Withnold Filing of Special Motions, filed by Mr. Bucci, 
a <* Motion, filed by by Defendant. 


Motion For Change of Venue and i Motion To 0 Disqualify Honorable _ 


overnment Response To Motion (Bucci) For ) For Change “of Venue Argu-_ Argu- 
ment, filed. 


-40, Atty. Coffey requests Court to order Mr. Bucci to advise _ 
aoa whether he will obtain counsel] - Atty. Bucci says 
ne ‘quest delay whether he will act for himself or obtain  _ 
asel. Decision reserved on all other motions.(Clarie,J.) 8. Ss 
OHN_A. HOUSAND = Motion of Defendant, John Anthony Housand, _ 
ment to Transcribe All Grand Jury Testimouy; Defendant 
ohn Anthony Housand's Motion For Relief from Pre judicial Joinder; 
Dr fendant John Anthony Housand's Motion for Bill of Particulars; Motion 
o Defendant, John Anthony Housand for Discovery and Inspection and 
potion To Compe! Transcription: and Production of Certain Trial Minutes 
and Grand . sury Proceeuings, filed. 


¢ 


ement entered and filed on De 
e defendant's Motion for Cha 
ement entered on Deft, Bucri's Mele Motion, "The defendant's 
otion to order disclosure of all statements given by John A. Housand — 
ade_after the indictment, is granted. The alternative motion to dismiss 
he_ indictment is denied, So ordered."(Clarie, 1. )m=5/19/75 

opies_ ofthe above-endrosements neoded to Attys. Bucei_ond Sante: 
PW maven . ang opi > nae a : . 9 4947 
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s Andrew A. Bucci _and John A, Housand Page 2 Criminal H-75-40 eh 


PROCEEDINGS 


filed. TEA DEAE EEL OR ME OI 
2427 | 4 Motions on calendar - over to June 9 at request of Counsel, 
Clarie,J. s 


d._ So ordered. '(Clarie. '_)m-6/13//5—_____ 
ndorsement entered and filed on Motion of the Defendant, John ——_ 
any Housand For Discovery and Inspection, ‘June 9th 1975 Defense 


‘ open court :that they were _ 
Ag : hich should be produced. The motion 
J 


2 ¥) 


ndo ement entered and filed on Defendant_.’ohn Anthony Housand's 
fjotion For A Bill of Particulars, "June 9th 1975 Derense counsel and_ 


overnment counsel reported in oper court that they were in agreement _ 
ag to the matters which should be produced. The motion is now moot,'' 
(Clarie,J.)1-6/13/75 Copies of the above endorsements were mailed 


tc Attys. Casey, Heiman and Bucci, 


27/25 
. directed to béa: 
Wade and Santos an 
Coffey. 


ene 
Willian 


ive ees e 


ne Privilege, filed by Wm, Marr: 
qurt Rep 's Notes of Proceedings held on June 9, 1975 
fied in Hartford, 6 sper ger, 
Court Rc. orter's Notes of P. - edings held on March 25, 1975, 


nn org neryDp R 


inet oe case on - case on 9/23/75. '75. Atty. Heiman files Writ of 


orpus Ad Testificandum and Order signi Sudge Clarie, (Clarie, J 
Over to week of November 10th. (Clarie,J. 


Assignement Li 2 - Continued No date certain - Atty, Heiman 
on tri i 


ucci-Transferred to Judge Blumenfeld for his néxt 


Ap 
rial calender. Clarie,J.) 


Deft. John Housand - over ty. weeks. (Clarie,J.) ‘* 


° An Orde Di ing the District Courts Clerks office 
ne igina Notes ¢- 


nag iohn Seusand's. Test inony 
1ry_on December 6, 1974, filed, (by Govt.) 


rn 5 


N5 


possession of that office._Me may then provide for_the _reading of the 
otes in his of hande 
Ps. Pet Se at Cn ees De SPS Ey eae EE eee Oe ee ee ee ee eS 


Receipt oe pen by Peter Casey, Spec. Atty. for | by Peter Casey, Spec. Atty. for Grand Jury _—_—_ Jury 
inutes. _filed 


") 
~ 2 


a te Read -(Blumenfeld Ja ; 
i 2. 
. > y s He iman_- 12_Jurors_and_ 2 _Alter- 


Badorsemen ered—andfiledonDeft,Housand'sApplication—_— 

orm ssue_Subpoenas,—"1/27/76 Application approved and 

50 orderr .(Plarie. 1. dm=1/28/76" Tuo . attested copies handed US 
shal 


4 Ju t ounsel makes opening 
ments = Govt exh. 1 thru 5 necked for identification - Govt. 
filed - Govt. 1 thru 5 made “ull exhibits - 6 Govt, Witnesses 
suprn_and testified. Court adjourned at 4:12pm until tomorrow at_!QO:ooam,. 


"__JunY TRIAL CONT 
absent cue to Eines 


witnesses, sworn an a eaatitiad «0 - Court exh t 42 & 3, filed - Court 
Continued on wae 3 


ay errr ga PR -SEDRER 5 Aue #8 


* 
5 
| 3/19 | 
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| 4976 
sd a 
| 4/28 | 
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DATE 


1976 | Court Exh. #1 


given tod Atty. Heimdn 
29 cont'd. Exhibit # Se akeg -’ Govt. 


witness recalled and testifi. jee. - 


Neves A iled. Jury admonished concerning publicity. 


d 2:00pm _ until tomorrow at 10:00am. (Clarie, J.) 
int MCCS Diere weer c feet. altekes Saammnk 
es - Govt, exh, 8, 9A thru 9E and 10 marked for 


[= Deft. oy ~exhit AL bits C.D. £ marked for: caatitication =. - 
Atty. 1 Heiman eiman files 1s Requests to Charge Jury instructed on_publicity. 
Court Adjourned at_ 5:00pm until 7 tonarroe _at_ 10:00am, (Clarie,J. \ 
Writ of H. C. ad Testificandum, filed z 
JURY TR TRIAL CONTINUES: ky Jurors report - 2 Govt, witnesses __ 
sworn and testified - Deft. exhi -:s F cor 2S marked f for identification- 
ovt. exhibit 12 marked for identification < and then made full exhibit, 
ury excused at 4:07pm - Defendant's Witness sworn and testified - 
ourt exhibit 4, filed and sealed Court adjourned at 4:22pm until 
omorrow at 10:00am, (Clarie, J.) 
Endorsement entered and filed on Application for Permission To 
gsue Subpoenas, "Approved 2/5/76". (Clarie.J.)m-2/9/76 Two attested 
copies handed US Marshal.  —s—_" 


jury Trial Continues: - 13 Jurors r report -1 G -l1 Govt. Witness sworn 


and testified - L Govt. Witness previously sworn recalled and testified- 


Defendant's exhibits H & I, marked for Identification ~ 3 Defendant's 
witnesses sworn and testified - Govt. rests at 2:35pm - Atty. Heiman 


moves for Judgment of Acquittal or Dismissal on all iL_on_all counts - Motion For 
Acquittal or to Dismiss, D 


enied - Case adjourned at 5:3 O3pm until 
Tuesday at 10:00am, (Clarie, He 


RIA ONTINUES :(Housand) - 12 Jurors report - Juror #10 _ 
absent due to iliness = Juror #10 replaced by Alternate #2 = Supple- _ 

men Request to Charse, filed by Defendant =] Def. Witness_ sworn and 
testified - 1 Def. Witness previously sworn recalled and testified ~ 
Defendart's exhibits J & K, filed - Defendant's exhibits. A, D, Fe G, 

H & I, eadmitted as Full E ‘Exhibits - 3 Defendant's witnesses sworn and 
testified - Defendant Housand sworn and t testified on his own behalf - _ 
Memorandum of Law, filed by Gov' t-Jury instructed on publicity - Case 
adJeurnes at 57pm until tomorrow at 10:00 A.M. (Clarie, J.) 


RY TRIAL CONTINUED: (Housand) - 12 Jurors report - Queried by _ 
the Ye ae ee Defendant resumes the stand and testified - 
Defendant's exhibits L & M, filed - Goy't exhibit 13, filed _=-Defendant 
Rests at 4:00 P.M, = Gov't witness sworn and testified - Defendant's _ 
exhibit N marked for Identification - 1 Govt witness sworn and 


testified - Gov't exhibit 14, filed - 1 Govt. witness sworn and 
éstitied - ery instructed on publicity = Case adjourned at 5:04pm 


until tomorrow at 10:00am. (Clarie, IL) __ ENS EAR LR 


JURY TRIAL CONTINUES: (Housand) _- 12 Jurors rep ort. = Oueri 
the Cort as to publicity or news media all answer __ Not = Cs amass 


witness sworn and testified - 1 Govt. witness previously sworn 
Continued 
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. i , mMOSt 10ORZ1Cal choice icr this Eind Of assignment Dee t 


PROCEEDINGS 


eymes the stand and testified - Govt, Rests at 10:20 - Defendant : 
sts at 10:21 am - Defendant's Motion for Judgment of Acquittal on all 
Pour Counts - Denied - Summations Govt, Opens 10:27 - 10:55 -Defendant_ 
11:07 to 11:55 = Govt Rebuttal summationl1:56 to 12:04 - Courts Charge 
1:07 to 2:04pm = Jury retires at 2:05 pm - Exceptions to Charge noted 
by Atty for Defendant - Charge to stand - Jury recalled to Courtroom 
to have inquiry made as to whether or not any juror can operate a 
tape nachine - Acent Petrella gives instructions on operation of tape 
Machine - Jury retires at 2:21 pm - Jury recalled to Courtroom at G:57 
pm and questioned on whether they wish to sit until 6:00 pm or come___ 
back tomorrow - Jury retires at 4:59 pm to take a vote = Forelady 
Wendrychowicz states they believe they can come to a decision in the 
next 15 to 20 minutes - Jury returns to Courtroom at 5:26 pm with a 
Verdict, Mrs. E. Wendrychowicz, forelady - Verdict of Guidkty as 
Charged on all four counts - Jurors advised they may be excused from 
urther service if they desire. - Court adjourned at 5:31 pm. (Clarie,J) 
_ JOHN A, HOUSAND - Motion of Defendant, John Anthony Housand - 
Motion For Judgment of Acquittal; Defendant John Anthony Housand 
Supplemental Motion for Judgment of Acquittal; Defendant John Anthony 
Housand Motion in Arrest of Judgment, filed. 
______ Consolidated Response By The United States To The Defendant *s_ 
i p udgment of Acquittal and Motion In Arrest of ‘udgment, filed. 
Defendant pro se Supplemental Motion For Judgment of Acquittal, 


1s 
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Por leave To Withdraw Appearance, filed by Maxwell 
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i States To-The—Defendant!s—____ 


qoankotpogns sta) Fey er 
CJA 20 executed (Templeton, D.C.) appointing Gerald E, Farrell _ 
Se Ce ee enna 
Marshal's executed return filed. (Appl. for Permission to Issue_ 
epelel=aers 
Motion for Writ of Habeas Corpus, filed 
Motion Defendant, John Anthony Housand To Compel Former Attorney 
F Defendant to Furnish all Documents, Transcripts, Papers, letters, Ets. 
o Defendant for Purpose of "Appeals"; Motion of Defendant, John ___ 
Anthony Housand, To Compel Government to Transcribe, and Furnish All 
Trial Testimony, Fvidence and Documents, for Purspos_ of "Appeal s'' and _ 
Motion of Defendant, John Anthony Housand, For Injunctive Releif, filed. 
_____ DISPOSITION: five years imprisonment on count #1, five years on_ 


Copy_of No tice of Appeal mailed to John A, Housand a 


Continued on Page A 
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‘ DATB PROCEEDINGS 


upplemental “'Motion" for 
6. Motion for judgment of 
acquittal is denied. So Ordered.“ (Clarie, J.) M. 3-24-76. 
Copies sent to Attorneys’ Casey, Heiman, Bucci and the defendant 
in Danbury. ee 

Endorsement entered and filed on Motion for Leave to ait 
Withdraw Appearance, "March 22, 1976; 11:35 A.M. Motion for leave 
to withdraw appearance is granted after appeal has been filed __ 
this day. So Ordered.” (Clarie, J.) M. 3-24-76. Copies sent to 


Attorneys Casey, Heiman, Bucci and the defendant in Danbury. __ 
‘YS Casey, __bucc) 1danc_ 3 


Endorsement entered and filed on Motion 


anthony Housand, to Compel Former Attorneys’ of Defendant to 

urnish all Documents, Transcri ts, Papers, Letters, etc., to 
Defendant for purpose of "Appeals", "March 22, 1976 Motion granted 
as to canles att e documents requested; to be furnished to 
defendant*s counsel as promptly as possible following his 
appointment. So Ordered.” (Clarie, J.) M. 3-24-76 Copies sent to 


orneys Casey, Heiman, Bucci and the defendant in Danbur 
3/22 | Endorsement entered and filed on Motion of Defendant, John _ 
Anthony Housand, to Compel Government to Transcribe, and Furnish 


ail Trial Testimony, Evidence and Documents, for Purpose of "Appeals™ 

6 Motion granted; material requested to be provided to counsel 

or the defendant as promptly as possible following his appointment. 

o Ordered.” (Clarie, J.) M. 3-24-76. Coples sent to Attorneys — 

Casey, Heiman, Bucci, and the defendant in es rR in ERAS 

22 Endorsement ent ered and filed on Motion of Defendant, John 

Anthony Housand, for Injunctive Relief, "3-22-76 Mot ion denied. So _ 
Ordered." (Clarie, J.) M. 3-24-76. Copies sent to Attorney's _ 


Case Heiman, Bucci, and the defendant in Dar ury. 

Judgment_and Commitment Order filed. Clarie, J.) M, 3-24-76 
lwo attested copies banded U.S. Me, al__and attested copy handed . _ 
. IS Probation Officer in Hartf EES ES Se 
For Ruling_on Writ of H,C, filed on 3/18/76, see Civil H-76-1338,_ 

Petiticn denied without prejudice. (Clarie,J.)m-3/24/76 _ 


: No p of Appeal, filed pro-se. Certified copy sent to USCA with 
Court Reporter's notes_of Proceedings held_on Nav. 4,1975. 


filed in Hartford. (Sperber a NeVite ” 
es ee Receipt from Srseeioe of Now York on documents mailed on 
RECe) eon coe 


March 23, 1976, filed. 
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JA_20 executed (Clarie, J,) and sent to Chief Judge, Court of ._ 
ppeals for payment. 
Memorandum Re: CJA Compensation, filed. M.4-9-76. 
“ecort_on Agpsal_nailes to USCA. Copia of Index and Docket Eaivie« 
A Dorsey and Heiman _and Mr. Housand, 
ODY_oO edule of Wearing from USCA, £2106. eee 
Ack muledge_from_USCA_on_Index_to Record on Appeal. > Record on Appeal. C/A #76-1156 #76-1156 
JA 20 executed fFan SAR». J,) and mailed to A.O. for payment, 
GIA 21 executed (Clarie and d mailed ta to A.O. for payment. _-_—s— 
° dule of He cer from USCA, ., filed, (du licate en 
Court Reporter’ “s_ notes _and Sound eerie 
2.1978, filed in Hid. (Sper en a 
CJA _20 ex executed (Glarie, J Mb rand mai led to A.O. for paymen 


e 


iti i ’ 


ebrua 

February 10, 1976 

February 11 & 12, 1976 (1 vol,) 

January 28, 1976 , filed in Hartford. (Sperber, R.) 
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DISTRICT OF CONNECTICUT 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 


™ | CRIMINAL NO. 3 y a i AQ 


ANDREW A. EUCCI and 
JGIN ANINONY HOUSAND 


INDICTMENT 
The Grand Jury charges: 


COUNT ONE 

At all times material to this indictment: 

1. On December 12, 1973 through December 18, 1973, JGHN ANTHONY 
HOUSAND, a defendant herein, testified as a govermment witness in United 
States v. David Guillette and Robert Joost, Criminal No. H-524, District 
of Connecticut. The defendant, JON HOUSAND, testified, in part, con- 
cerning his.knowledge of and participation in a conspiracy to kill Daniel 
LaPolla, who was scheduled to be a witness against David Guillette and 
Robert Joost, among others, ina sftarate criminal indictment. 

2. From May 30, 1974 to May 31, 1974, JOHN ANTHONY. HOUSAID, the 
defendant herein, testified in Waterbury, Connecticut against Willian 
Marrapese and Nicholas Zinni who were co-defendants in United States v. 
David Guillette ct. al., Criminal No. H-524. In this trial, HOUSAND 
repeated, under oath, substantially the same testimony he had given pre- 


viously against David Guillette and Robert Joost with respect to his know- 


ledge of a conspiracy to kill Daniel AaPolla. 7 


4 
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3. Both in December of 1973, atithe trial of David Guillette and 


Robert Joost, dudzin May, 1974 at the trial of Willian Marrapese and 
Nicholas Zinni, in Waterbury, Connecticut, JOHN ANTHONY HOUSAND testified, 
in port, that defe.dants David Guillette and Robert Joost asked hin, 

on May 4, 1972, to kill Daniel LaPolla, and that on May 8, 1972 he 


ecreed to kill Daniel LaPolla in the presence of David Guillette, Robert 


Pe. 


Joost, Nicholas Zinni, Williva ws rapese, and ANDREW A. BUCCI, a defendant 
herein. At both trials, JOHN HOJ 4ND swore under oath that his testimony 


was truthful and accurate to the best of his recollection, or words to 
that effect. 


kh, It was material to the two petit juries which returned ver- 


dicts against David Guillette, Robert Joost, William Marrapese and Nicholas’ lL x 


Zinni to determine what knowledge and participation in, if any, JOHN } 
». 
HOUSAND had concerning a conspiracy to kill Daniel LaPolla, and it was ih 


also material, in this regard, for each petit jury to know what spin? 


if any, government prosecutors and agents made to JOHN HOUSAND coceaning? 


the necessity that he testify truthfully and accurately to the best of Tid Q” 
his ability. 
5+ On November 13, 1974, in the District of Connecticut, JOMN 
ANTHONY HOUSAND and ANDREW A. BUCCI appeared before the United States 
Attorney for the District of Connecticut, a duly constituted officer of 
the United States Department of Justice, charged with the duty of investi- 
gating and prosecuting all crimes against the United States in the District 
of Connecticut, at which time JOHN HOUSAND indicated that his testimony 
against David Guillette, Robert Joost, William Marrapese, and Nicholas 
Zinni on the above described occasions was false in several material re- 


spects, particularly with respect to his knowledge of any conspiracy to 
kill Daniel LaPolla,. 


6. JOHN HOUSAND indicated to the United States Attorncy on 


November 13, 1974, and to the federal gencral jury on December 6, 1974 that f 
‘(ad 
prosecutors and investigative agents of the United States and wilfully and ( 


knowingly induced and procurred false testimony ty him as to a conspiracy 
to kill Daniel LaPolla, ad 

7. On December 6, 1974, JOHN HOUSAND appeared before a federal 
grand jury in Hartford, Connecticut and testificd, under oath, that his 
testimony against William Marrapese, Nicholas Zinni, Robert Joost, and 
David Guillette in Hartford, Connecticut and Waterbury, Connecticut was 


false in several material respects, particularly with respect to his 


knowledge of a conspiracy to kill Daniel LaPolia. 
8. The grand jury further alleges that from on or about July 19, 
1974 up to and including the date of this indictment, ANDREW A. BKCI, 


and JOHN HOUSAND did combine » conspire, confederate and agree among then- y¢ ¢ 
va ‘ 
selves and with other persons, whose identittes are know and unknown to. 


the grand jury, to influence, obstruct and impede the due Siaiiaiiiaeliata: 

of Justice in violation of Section 1503, Title 18, United States Code, Fr. 
and, further, did conspire » confederate, combine and agree with others 
known and unknown to the grand jury to induce JOHN HOUSAND to give false 
information to officials of the United States Department of Justice, in- 


cluding the Honorable Peter Cc, Dorsey, United States Attorney for the 


District of Connecticut, in violation of Section 1001, Title 18, United ha ‘ 


States Cod-, 

9. It was a part of said conspiracy that JOHN HOUSAND would in- 
form authorities of the United States Department of Justice that he had 
falsely accused Willicr Marrapese, Nicholas Zinni, David Guillette, and 
Robert Joost of a conspiracy to kill Daniel LaPolla, when in fact and in 
truth, JOHN HOUSAND knew and believed that bis tectimony at trial against 
William Marrapese, Nicholas Zinni, David Guiltette, a Robert Joost was 


truthful and accurate, to the best of his recollection, 


10. It was also a part of said conspiracy and in furtherance 
thereof that JOHN A. HOUSAND would falsel. accuse agents and attorneys of 
the federal | government with wilfully suborning perjury by him at the above 
mentioned trials, when in truth and fact no agent or attorney of the 
federal government at any time requested, commanded or induced JOHN HOUSAND 
to give any testimony known to be Zalse either to nig or to said agents or 
attorneys, 

ll. It was further an object of said conspiracy that JOG HOUSAND 
would provide information to federal authorities known to be false by 
ANDREW A. BUCCI, 

12. It was a further object of said conspiracy that JOHN ANTHONY 
HOUSAND would provide false information to federal authorities which would 


Provide a factual basis for David Guillette, Robert Joost, William Marrapese, 


A 


pe 


and Nicholas Zinni to request a new trial, based on his purported recan- 


tation, and to secure a reversal of their convictions of conspiracy to 


kill Daniel LaPolla, which hr’ been secured, in part, upon the testimony 
of JOHN HOUSAND, 


13. It was further a part of the uforementioned conspiracy that 
JOHN HOUSAND would falsely retract testimony he gave at the two above- 
described trials which related to the presence of ANUREW A. BUCCI at a 
meetirg on May 8, 1972, in Cranston, Rhode-Island, at which a conspiracy 
to kill Daniel LaPolla was discussed, and, thus, f-lsely retract sworn 


testimony which exposed ANDREW A. BUCCI to possible future criminal pro- 


secutions, 


14. Pursuant to said conspiracy and for the purpose of accomplish- 


ing the objectives thereof, the said defendants did commit, among others, ; 
6 
jc 
yw 4 
1) On or about July 19, 1974, Shirley Freeman Turner U’”  f* 
eal 


the following overt acts: 


placed a telephone call to Special Attorney, Paul 
E. Coffey; 

2) On or about September 14, 1974, ANDREY A. BUCCI 
traveled . Atlanta, Georgia and thereafter spoke 
to Wil1ien Marrapese ; 


3) On or about Novemver 13, 1974, TOHN HOUSAND and 
ANDREW A. BUCCI appeared in the office of the 


United Scates / ~sorney in New Haven, Connecticut; 


4) On or about Dece ber 6, 1974, JOHN HOUSAND test- 


ified before a federal grand jury in Hartford, 


Connecticut, 


All in olation of Section 371, Title if Unite! States Code, .7% 
ee Se 


, 
ee 


COUNT Two 


1. Paragraphs numbered 1 through and including 7 of Count I are 


realleged and incorporated herein by reference as if fully set forth herein. 


2. On or about November ll, 1974, Jani ANTHONY HOUSAND appeured 


at the office of Peter Cc, Dorsey, United States Attorney for the District 


-~5- 


of Connecticut, and stated that the testimony he had given as a government 
witness in two separate trials of the case of United States of Amcrica Ve 
David Guillette, ct. al., Criminal No. H-52h, was false in part and such 
part as was false had been procured by agents and representatives of the 
United States. A federal grand jury was subsequently empanelled in Hartford, 
Connecticut, District of Connecvicut, to determine the truth and veracity 

of these allegations and the veracity of JOHN ANTHONY HOUSAND's prior trial 
testimony. 

3- On the 6th day of December, 1974, in the District of Connecti- 
cut, JOM ANTHONY HOUSAND, being then and there a witness, under oath, be- 
fore the United States Grand Jury, was asked the following questions, and 
gave the following answers: . 

Q. During the trial, who else actually did you tell oz 

in whose presence did you ever say that your testimony 
was false? | 
Coffey, Petrella, Johnson, Fowler, and Waterson 


How about Marshal Paul Connolly? 


He overheard the conversation. 


a 


hk. It is alleged that the said testimony of JOHN ANTHONY HOUSAND, 
as he then anc. there well knew was false in that he was not suborned and 
induced to give false testimony at the said trials, and he never prior to 
November 13, 1974, stated to any employee of the United States that such 
trial testimony in Waterbury or Hartford, Connecticut was false. All in 


violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 1623. 


——— 


COUNT THREE , ? 
i. Paragraphs mmbered 1 through and incluiing 7 of Count I are 
realleged and incorporated herein by reference as if fully set forth herein. 
2. Thatron or about the 13th dey of December, 1973, JOHN ANTHONY 
‘ HOUSAND appeared as a witness for the government in the case rf United 
States v. David Guillette and Robert Joost, Criminal No. H-524, before the 
United States District Court in the District of Connecticut, and, while 


under oath, did give testimony relating to an alleged conspiracy between 
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David Guillette, Robert Joost, William Marrapese, Nicholas Zinni, AIDREW 


A. BUCCI, and himself to kill a teueral witarss, Daniel LaPolla. 


3. That at that time and place, JGIN ANTHONY HOUSAND was asked 


the following questions and gave the following answers, relating to the 


conspiracy to kill LaPolla: 


Q. 
A. 
Ke 
A. 


Q. 


How many people ere there in the booth, Mr. Housand? 
Mr. Joost, Mr. Guillette and myself. 

That's it? 

That's it. 


And the next response which was made, —- you recall 


whether it was made by either Mr. Guillette or Mr. 


Joost? 

No, sir, I don't recail which one made the remark, 
Do you remember what the remark was? Just yes or 
no, sir, do you remember what the remark was? 

I remember what the remark was, yes. 

All right. Now, would you please tell us what 


that remark was? 


They, one of the other, stated that I would be the 


most logical choice fer this kind of assignment be- 
cause, one, I was least known in the New Mngland 
area; two, I could fit into just about any given 
enviroment; three, I was quite mobile, once the 
assignment was cared for I could split and leave 
Rhode Island. 
All right. Was there any discussion of what the 
terms of this assignment were to be? 
I was asked how mich --- 

** 
Do you recall who asked you? 
No, sir, I don't recall. 


Do you recall what you were asked? | 


I was asked, yes, sir. I do recall that. 
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All right. ad would you tell us what you were 
asked? 

I was asked how much I would charge them to kill 
Daniel LaPolla. 

All right. Do you recall what your response was? 
I says, how does five big ones sound to you. 

All right. And how mich money is five, > was 
‘five big ones? 

Five thousand dollars, 

And was there a response to your request for tive 
big ones? 


They said tuat that seemed -- 


Ht & 


Kr. Housand, the requirement is that, first of all, 


you tell us whether you recull the response and then 
whether or not you recall which individual made the 
response, 

Yes, sir, ~ do recall the response, 

Do you recall if there was & response to your 


Svatement that you would kill Daniel LaPolla for 
$5,0007 - pe 


kes, sir. 

All right, Do you recall what that response was? 
Mr. Joost and Mr. Guillette indicated that that 
seemed like it was a fuir price, 


MR. SANTOS: They both said it} 


Mr. Housand, just so that we are clear on. this, 
when I ask you if you recall the response, I am 
asking yes or no. All right? 

Okay. 

Do you recall what the response was to yow state- 
ment that you would kill Daniel LaPolla for $5 ,0002 


ter 


Yes. - 

Now, do you recall which individual made that 
response? 

Both individuals indicated, 

And what did they indicate? 

That it seemed like a fair price. 

And where were the girls at this time? 

They were still doing whatever girls do in the 
ladies room. 

And was there any further conversation concerning 
this contract, at this time, in the bocth? 

They -- 

Well, was there any further conversation? 

Yes, sir. 

And do you recall the next response, do you recall 


the next thing that was said in that conversatio? 


That the response was -- 


And do you itera who made the response? 

Mr. Joost or Mr. Guillette, I don't recall which one, 
either, which one made the response, 

And what was it? 

Was that they would have to check this out with 

Nick and Billy. 

And whom did you ur stand to be Nick and Billy? 


Nick Zinni and Billy Marrapese. 


And was there any further sry you or by Mr. 


Joost and Mr. Cuillette following this, in the booth? 
No. 


And on the 8th of May, when you went into that area, 
with whom were you -- who were you with? 


Mr. G:illette and I entered the roon together. 
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And when you entered the room, was there anyone 
inside? 

Yes, sir. 

Who? 

Mr. Nicholas Zinni, Mr. Billy Marrapese, Mr. Bobby 
Joost, and Mr. Andrew Bucci. 

All right. Was there -- I'm asking you just for 

yes or no answer now, if you recall -- was there a 
conversation between you and the other persons in the 
room when you entered? 

Between myself, personally? 

Between all the individuals in the roan, 

There was a conversation between all the individuals, 
yes. 

And do you recall which individual in the room 
made the first comment with respect to your presence 
there that morning? 


if I recall correctly, Mr. Marrapese says let's get 


down to business. 


All right. And was there any response - yes or no 


now ~ was there any response by anyone else in the 
room at that time to that comment? 

Yes, sir. 

Can you recall who mide that response? 

It was either Mr. Joost or Mr. Guillette. , 

All right. Are you sure it was cither one of those 
two parties? 

It was one of those individuals, 

All right. And what was said? 

It was said that as we have, you know, previously 
discussed with you, John has agreed to take care of 
this business for us, and he has agreed to take care 


of it for five big ones. 
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Okay. Was there any response by any of the other 
persons in the room to this comment? 

Me. Morrapese, I believe, stated that that 
sounded fine with him, especially since it would 
be split four ways. 

And was there any response by any of the other 
individuals? 

Mr. Zinni said it seemed --it sounded all right 
to hin. 

And what next was -- well, do you recall if any 
other comments subsequent to Mr. Zinni saying it 
seemed okay to him. 

Mr. Joost -- 


What did Mr. Joost say? 


Mr. Joost looked at Mr. Bucci and says, how's that 


sound to you, Andy? 
And was there any response to that remark? 
Yes, sir. 


Ry whom? 


Mr. Bucci. 
What did Mr. Bucci say? 
Mr. Bucci says, well, it's like I told you before, 
this LaPolla is the only man that the govermnent 
_ as a witness against you. 
And what next -- do you recall what indiv&hals 
made a comment following that remark? 
If I recall correctly, Mr. Marrapece, he stated - 
and this is the substance of his words -- 
What did he say? 

ays we've got to get rid of this guy. He 
says with all the troubles that I have currently 
going with the Coverrmment, and he says this sure 


would be just a crowning blow, so this guy has got 
to go. 
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And was there any reaction or responce by any of the 


other individuals to that remark? 


No sir. 

And what further conversation was there after Mt. 
Me~rapese's remark, if you recall? 

I believe Mr. Joost or Mr. Guillette asked Attorney 
Bucci if he had had any success in locating this 
individual. 

And was there any response to that? 

Mr. Bucci says that -- stated that he was still, 

you know, attempting to locate the individual 
through his official contacts, but he also suggested 
that probably we would have better success or much 
better success in location him utilizing our contacts 
because we could, say, go into areas where he could 
not go into. 


Was there any further conversation after this 
remark by Mr. Bucci? 


I don't recall who made the remark, but the remark 
was made, well, okay, the only thing we have to do 
now, we locate him, we let John know where he's at 
and then Joan will go and whack him in the head. 
Now, was that the end of the converr tion? 

Yes, sir. To the best of ny krewledge, yes. 

How long did this meeting take place, wourd you 
estimate? : 


I would say fifteen to tventy minutes. 


3. That on or about the 6th day of December, 1974 in the Distric* 
of Connecticut, JOD ANDIONY HOUSAND, while under cath, did testify to 
@ federal grand jury that testimony he had given in the case of United 
States v. Guillctte and Joost was false, that no conspiracy to kill Daniel 
laPolla existed, and that - prior testimony was corruptly procured by 


agents e epresentatives of the United States. 
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hk. That at that time and place, JOIN ANTONY HOUSAND was asked 


the following questions and gove the following answers: 


Q. Mr. Housand, I mderstand that you were a witness 
at two trials involving a charge of conspiracy to 
violate <.¢ civil rights to Danicl LaPolla by 
causing his death; the defendants being David 
Guillette, Robert Joost, Will‘om Marrapese, and 
Nicholas Zinni, is that correct? 

That is correct. 
Was the testimony that you gave ut those trials 
truthful or untruthful? 


Untruthful. 


You are apparently -- in fact, you have testified 


te 
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he has done quite a bit for you that would lead youy? fp 


that Andrew A. Bucci is your friend, and apparently 


‘ 


to think he was, or preswmably you do? 
? 


I will say this: ‘That what I aid to that man in 
reality, he shouldn't feel friendly toward me, but 


he is -- he was very yell pleased I chose to come back 
up here and tell the truth, because Andy Bucci and 


none of those people, to my knowledge, was ever in- 


volved in the conspiracy to kill Daniel LaPolla,. 


5. It is alleged that the testimony given by JOHN ANTHONY HOUSAND 
dn paragrarh 2 above, was material to the Court and jury in determining 
the guilt or inmevenne of the defendants. 

6. It is further alleged that the testimony given by JONNY AlNTHONY 
HOUSAND in paragraph 4, above, was mterial to the grand jury, which was 
investigaing the facts and circumstances surrounding his recantation of 


his trial]. testimony, to determine the truth and veracity of his alle gations 
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of improprieties by the agents and representatives of the United States 
relating to the case of United States v. Guillette and Joost. 

7. It is further alleged that the declarations given under oath 
by JOHN ANTHONY HOUSAND in the trial of Robert Joost and David Guillette 
recited in paragraph two above and the declarations given under oath by 


JOHN ANTHONY HOUSAND before the federal grand jury recited in paragraph 


four above are so irreconcilably in conflict and inconsistent that one of 


the declarations is necessarily false. All in violation of Title 18, 
United States Code, Section 1623. 
eee 


COUNT FOUR 
1. Paragraphs numbered 1 through and including 7 of Count I are 
realleged and incorporated, herein by reference as if fully set forth herein. 
2. On or about the 18th day of December, 1973, JOHN ANTHONY HOUSAND 
appeared as a witness for the government in the case of United States v. 
David Guillette and Robert Joost, Criminal No. H-52, pending before the 
United States District Cowt in the District of Connecticut and, while 
under oath, did give testimony relating to an alleged conspiracy between 
David Guillette, Robert Joost, William Marrapese, Nicholas Zinni, and 
himself to kill one Daniel LaPolla. 


3. That at that time and place, JGIN ANTHONY HOUSAND having 
umergone cross-exmination in which the veracity of his testimony and 
the conditions under which he was testifying for the govermment had been 
brought into question, was, upon redirect examination, asked the following 


questions and gave the following answers: 


Y 


Q. Mr. Housand, in return for the considerations which 
you were given by the goverment, and which you are 
to be given by the government for your testimony, was 
anything indicated to you, as to what you were to do 
in return for the government's consideration, for 
yout testimony? 

Yes, sir. 
Tell the jury what was said to you in that regard, 


prior to your testifying at trial. 


Al 


- 14. 


A. I was told simply this: That if I came up here and 


related the events as they took Place, truthfully -- 
whether they helped the government or hurt the 
govermment, that they would €0 to the North Carolina 
authorities down there and appear in my behalf, 

: That alu ir it was found ths. I was lying, 


that they would prosecute ne on @ charge of Pex jury. 
Q. Who told you that? 


A. You did, 


Q. And did one indicate to you that if testimony 
"helped the government in this particular case, in 
aeped the government i: 


e f of the elements, and was foun 
the proo 5 


d to be false, 
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that you would be prosecuted anyway? 
: a. sareartessctnsds 


ay, 
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This was stated, yes, sir, by you, 


* * 
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And the consideration which the government has 
given to you, and is to give to you with respect 
to your Parole Board, what are you to do in return 
for those considerations by the government here 
today? 

It is to relate the incidents as best as I can 


recall them today. 


Were you ever instructed by anyone to simply give 


testimony which helps one side? 
I was told by you on many occasions, Mr. Coffey, 
just to tell the truth, as the thing happened, 


Nothing more, nothing less. 


3. That on or about the 6th day of December, 1974 in the District 
of Connecticut, JOIN ANTHONY HOUSAND, while under oath, did testify to a 


federal grand jury that the testimony that he had given in the case of 
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United States v. Guillctte and Joost was false and was corruptly procured 
by agents and representatives of the United States, 
4, That at that time aud place, JOHN ANTHONY HOUSAND was asked 
the following questions and gave the following answers: 
Q. Did you ever talk about it with Mr. Coffey? 
A. I have had conversations with Coffey about it, 
yes. 


Did you tell him that you really hated doing it, 


HR enn ciaseasiesdiaiiaditianidasibihicislinaiiiadie, 


you didn't like giving false testimony? 
ma Sihn's 2the Giving fehse 
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Fad SOON 
First meeting I ever had with Coffey I expressed 


that concern. 


It is alicged that the testimony given by JOIN ANTHONY 


; , s matertat to the Court and jury tn “f) 


determining the rotibility of JOHN ANTHONY HOUSAID, the precise nature oF 
<< 

relationship between the government and himself, and the conditions and 

circumstances under which he was testifying as a witness for the United 


States, and, as a final result, the guilt or innocence of the deferdants. 


6. It further alleged that the testimony given by JOH! ANTHONY 
HOUSAND in paregraph four, above, was material to the grand jury, which 
was investigating the facts and circumstmces surrounding his recantation 
of his trial testinony, to determine the truth and veracity of his 
allegations of improprieties on behalf of agents and representatives of 
the United States relating to the case of United States v. David Guillette 
et. al. 

7. It is further alleged that the declaration given under ais 
by JOHN ANTHONY HOUSAND in the trial of Robert Joost and David Guillette 
recited in paragraph two, above, and the declarations given under oath by 
JCHN ANTHONY HOUSAND before the federal grand jury recited in paregraph 


four, above, are so irreconcilably in conflict and inconsistent that one of 


the declarations is necessarily false. 


All in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 1623. 


PETER C. DORSE 
PETER C. DORSEY 
United States Attorney 


*ETER R. CASEY, ill 
Special Attorney 
U.S. Department of Justice 


AN M. LCWD 
cial Attorney 
U.S. Departrent of Justice 
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(In the presence of the jury): 

THE COURT: Ladies and gentlemen of the jury, 

I will preface this jury charge by the preliminary 
observation that while the indictment is lengthy, 

and you will have it with you in the jury room, its 
contents, in reality, are quite simple to understand. 

The first count alleges a conspiracy to 
obstruct justice and to give false information to 
a federal official; and the remaining three counts 
allege perjury either to a United States Grand Jury, 
or to the Court. 

When you consider these charges in the jury 
room during your deliberations, I would Suggest that 
you use this indictment as a basis to systematically 
take up and consider each of the four alleged 
charges. It will help you not to get sidetracked 
into a discussion of inconsequential issues. That 
is not any preclusion against your discussing any- 
thing you want about the matter, but at least 
using the indictment you will do it logically and 
orderly, and take up the matters which are before 
you. 


So that you may follow the jury charge more 


easily, I would point out that the first part of 


ASA 


this charge will be very general in nature. The 1s G 


Court will then take up the specific charges in 
more detail. 

Now that you have heard the evidence and the 
arguments of counsel, the time has come to instruct 
you as to the law governing the case. Although,you, 
as jurors, are the sole judges of the facts, you 
are duty bound to follow the law as stated in the 
instructions of the Court, and to apply the law 
so given to the facts, as you find them, from the 
evidence which is before you. 

You are not to single out one instruction of 
the Court alone as stating the law, but you must 
consider the instructions as a whole. Neither are 
you to be concerned with the wisdom of any rule of 
law. Regardless of any opinion you may have as to 
what the law ought to be, it would be a violation 
of your sworn duty to base a verdict upon any 
other view of the law than that given in the 
instructions of the Court. 

The indictment, the original of which you 
will have with you in the jury room, is but a 
formal method of accusing the defendant of a crime. 
It is not evidence of any kind against the accused 


in this case, and does not create any presumption 
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nor permit any inference of guilt. 

The .aw presumes a defendant to be innocent 
of crime. Thus, at the moment a defendant begins 
the trial, he stands before you free from any 
bias or prejudice or burden arising from his 
position as the accused. So far as you are 
concerned, he then was innocent, and he continues 
innocent throughout the trial, and during the 
deliberations of t* vury, and is overcome when, 
and only when, his guilt is established beyond a 
reasonable doubt. 

This presumption also requires that if a piece 
of evidence offered is capable of two reasonable 
constructions, o1¢ of which is consistent with 
innocence, it must be given that construction. 
Whether the burden of proof resting upon the 
Government is sustained depends not on the number 
of witnesses or the quantity of the testimony, but 
upon the nature and quality of that testimony. 

In order to convict one accused of crime, the 
jury must be satisfied beyond a reasonable doubt 
of the defendant's guilt. A mere preponderance 
of the evidence is not sufficient. And if a 
reasonable doubt does exist in the minds of the 


jury, they must acquit the defendant. If the 
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evidence justifies, in your judgment, the oonctushie ¥ 


that the accused is guilty, so as to exclude 
every other reasonable doubt as to the guilt of the 
defendant, you will find him guilty. 

The term "reasonable doubt" means just what 
the term implies. I do not mean to be understood 
as stating that the defendant must be found guilty 
beyond all doubt whatever, but beyond a doubt 
founded in reason and arising from the evidence in 
this case. Reasonable doubt is a doubt arising 
from the evidence or from a lack of evidence, after 
consideration of all the evidence. It is not a 
vague, specuiative, imaginary something, but just 
such a doubt as would cause reasonable men and 
women to hesitate to act upon it in matters of 
importance to themselves. 

Reasonable doubt means such doubt as will 
leave the juror's mind, after a candid and impartial 
consideration o1 all the evidence, so undecided 
that he or she is unable to say that they have an 
abiding conviction or assurance of the defendant's 
guilt. The law does not require a person to be 
proven guilty beyond a mathematical certainty, but 
only a moral certainty. 


If after you have carefully considered and 
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weighed all of the evidence in this case, in thé 


light of the law ac the Court will have given it 
to you, you have a firm, full and abiding 
conviction, to a moral certainty, that the 
defendant is guilty as charged in the indictment, 
then this guilt has been established beyond a 
reasonable doubt. But, if you do not have a full, 
firm and abiding conviction, then guilt has not 
been established beyond a reasonable doubt, and 
you would then acquit the defendant. 

In order to convict one accused of crime, 
all of the elements of the crime must be proven 
beyond a reasonable doubt. Therefore, un’ess the 
jury concludes that all the material elements of 
said crime have been committed by the defendant, 
and said elements have been proved beyond a 
reasonable doubt, the jury must bring in a verdict 
of not guilty. 

In the remainder of what I have to say to you 
in this jury charge, I shall use the word “prove" 
or "proved" with reference to the burden which 
rests upon the Government, and I shall speak to you 
of your finding various facts or elements in the 
case. But, throughout, you will understand when I 


Say the Government has to prove a fact to you, I 


mean that it has to prove to you that fact with this 


dessree of proof that I have just defined, that “s, 
beyond a reasonable doubt, even though I may not 
repeat the exact words. When I say you must find 

a fact, I mean you must find it proven beyond a 
reasonable doubt, even though I simply use the word 
"find". 

Now, there are two types of evidence from 
which a jury may properly find a defendant guilty 
of an offense. One is direct evidence, such as the 
testimony of an eyewitness -- seeing the offense 
happen. 

The other is circumstantial evidence, the 
proof of a chain of circumstances pointing to the 
commission of the offense. As general rule, the 
law makes no distinction between direct and 
circumstantial evidence, but simply requires that, 
before convicting a defendant, the jury must be 
satisfied beyond a reasonable doubt from all of the 
evidence in the case. 

Now, in regard to terminology. 

An inference is a deduction or conclusion 
which reason and common sense lead the jury to 
draw, from facts which have been proved. 


In arriving at your decision, you, the jury, 
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may draw inferences from those facts which are 7 


either admitted or those facts which you find to 
have been proven beyond a reasonable doubt. However, 
no inference is reliable which is drawn from facts 
which are themselves uncertain. You, the jury, 
should not indulge in speculation or conjecture. 

Now, tne word “presumption”. A presumption 
is a conclusion which the law requires the jury to 
make from particular facts, in the absence of 
convincing evidence to the contrary. A presumption 
continues in effect until overcome or outweighed 
by evidence to the contrary. But, unless so 
outweighed, the jury are bound to find in 
accordance with the presumption. This defendant 
is presumed innocent unless you find beyond a 
reasonable doubt that he is guilty of the offense 
or offenses with which he is charged. 

You will notice on the indictment, which 
you will have with you in the jury room, that the 
name of another person, Andrew Bucci, in addition 
to the named defendant, John A. Housand, appears 
thereon. For the purposes of this trial you will 
concern yourself only with the charges against the 
defendant, John Housand. He is the only person 


being tried at this time. And you should not 
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speculate or draw any inference whatsoever )5 5h 
concerning the disposition of the case of any 
other defendant, named or unnamed herein. 

The indictment against this defendant 
contains four separate cowitc. Each count is a 
separate and distinct cause of action. Each count 
embodies or contains allegations which allege a 
separate and distinct claim under the statute. 

The mere fact that you may find the defendant ~ 
guilty or not guilty on any one count does not 
necessarily affect his guilt or innocence on any 
other count. The commission of the substantive 
offense and the conspiracy to commit that offense 
are separate and distinct offenses. Thus, even if 
you were to find, for exanple, if you were to find 
the defendant, Housand, guilty of the substantive 
offense of perjury, you could, nevertheless, f’nd 
him not guilty of the offense of conspiracy to 
commit perjury, or you could find him guilty of the 
offense of conspiracy to commit perjury, and 
nevertheless find him not guilty of the substantive 
offense of perjury. 

In other words, each count is separate and 
distinct, in and of itself. That is the important 


point to keep in mind. 
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Now, Count 1 of the indictment charges ° tg? 3 


the defendant, John Anthony Housand, and Andrew 
Bucci, and others known and unknown to the grand 
jury, violated the federal conspiracy statute, 
Title 18, U.S. Code, Section 371, which provides 
in relevant part, and I quote: 

"If two or more persons conspire to commit 
any offense against the United States, and one or 
more of such persons do any act to effect the 
object of such conspiracy, each shall be punished 
as the law provides." 

The object of such a conspiracy must be a 
crime. What was the object of this alleged 
conspiracy? What criminal statutes and unlawful 
acts are alleged to have been committed? 

Now, in the indictment, you will have it with 
you to read -- I can see no point, because of its 
length, in reading all of it to you at this time, 
because in summary, and in simplicity it can be 
summarized and fairly and effectively covered by 
reference to what is charged, without reading all 
of the specific factual allegations. 

Specifically, the defendant and his alleged 
co-conspirators are accused of having conspired to 


violate two federal laws, Title 18, U.S. Code, 
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Section 1503, which makes it a crime to influence, 


obstruct and impede the due administration of 
justice, and Tit _e 18, U... Code, Section 1001, 
which makes it a crime, in any matter within the 
jurisdiction of any department or agency of the 
United States, to knowingly and willfully give 
false information. 

The obstruction of justice statute, Title 18, 
Section 1503 of the United States Code, provides 
in pertinent part: 

"Whoever corruptly endeavors to influence, 
intimidate or impede any witness, in any court of 
the United States, or corruptly influences, 
obstructs, or impedes, or endeavors to influence, 
obstruct or impede the due administration of 
justice shall be guilty of a crime against the 
United States." 

The second statute which prohibits the giving 
of false information to officials of the United 
States Department of Justice, including the United 
States Attorney, comes under Title 18, Section 1001, 
and provides in pertinent part, and I quote the 
relevant part: 

"Whoever, in any matter within the jurisdiction 


of any department or agency of the United States, 
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knowingly and willfully falsifies, conceals, or (SSS 
covers up any trick, scheme, or device, a material 
fact, or makes any fnrlse, fictitious or fraudulent 
statements or representations, shall be guilty of 

a crime against the United States." 

There are four essential elements required to 
be proved in order to establish the offense of 
conspiracy, as charged in the first count of the 
indictment, against the defendant, John Housand. 

First, that the conspiracy described was 
formed and existing at or about the time alleged in 
the indictment. 

Second, that it was the purpose of the 
conspiracy to influence, obstruct and impede the 
due. administration of justice, in violation of 
Title 18, U.S. Code, Section 1503, and to give 
false information to officials of the United States 
Department of Justice, including the United 
States Attorney, Peter Dorsey, in violation of 
Title 18, United States Code, Section 1001. 

Third, that the accused, John A. Housand, 
knowingly and willfully became a member of, and 
willfully participated in the conspiracy at some 
point of time within the conspiratorial period as 


alleged in the indictment, and knowingly and 
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(No omissions. Transcript continues on 


Page 1557. 
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willfully committed an act in furtherance of some/>: 
object or purpose of the conspiracy as charged. 

And, fourth, that during the existence of the 
conspiracy at least one of the overt acts, as set 
forth in the indictment, was committed by one or 
more members of the conspiracy, in furtherance of 
the objectives thereof. 

If you find from the evidence, beyond a 
reasonable doubt, that these four elements have 
been established, then proof of the conspiracy 
charged in the indictment is complete. Each 
element will bc explained to you in more detail. 

Your common sense and experience will tell you 
that when people, in fact, undertake to enter into 
a criminal conspiracy, much is left to unexpressed 
understanding. Conspirators do not usually reduce 
their conspiratorial agreements to writing, nor do 
they publicly broadcast their plans. From its 
very nature, a conspiracy is almost invariably 
secret in its origin, and connected in its 
execution. 

It is sufficient if two or more persons, in 
any manner, through any contrivance, impliedly or 
tacitly, come to a common understanding to violate 


the law. Express language or specific words are 
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not required to indicate assent or attachment to a! s¥ 
conspiracy. 

In determining whether there has been an 
unlawful agreement, you may judge the acts and 
conduct of the defendant, John Housand, and the 
alleged co-conspirators, which are alleged to have 
been done to carry out an apparent criminal 
purpose. The adage “actions speak louder than 
words" is applicable. Usually the only evidence 
available is that of disconnected acts, which, 
however, when taken together in connection with 
each other, show a conspiracy to secure a 
particular result as satisfactorily and conclusively 
as more direct proof. 

Now, what is meant by the term “conspiracy", 
when applied to violate these two federal laws? 

A conspiracy is a combination of two or more 
persons, by concerted action, to accomplish some 
unlawful purpose, or to accomplish some lawful 
purpose by unlawful means. So a conspiracy is a 
kind of partnership in criminal purposes, in which 
each member becomes the agent of every other member. 
The gist of the offense is a combination or 
agreement to disobey or disregard the law. 


Mere similarity of conduct among various 
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persons, and the fact that they may have 
associated with each other, and may have assembled 
together and discussed common aims and interests, 
does not necessarily establish proof of the 
existence of a conspiracy. 

However, the evidence in the case need not 
show that the members entered into any express or 
formal agreement, or that they directly, by words 
spoken, or in writing, stated between themselves 
what their object or purpose was to be, or the 
details thereof, or the means by which the object 
or purpose was to be accomplished. 

What the evidence in the case must show 
beyond a reasonable doubt, in order to establish 
the proof that a conspiracy existed, is that the 
members in some way or manner, or through some 
contrivance, positively or tacitly came to a mutual 
understanding, to try to accomplish a common and 
unlawful plan. 

The evidence in the case need not establish 
that all the means or methods set forth in the 
indictment were agreed upon to carry out the 
alleged conspiracy; nor that all means or methods, 
which were agreed upon, were actually used or pi 


into operation; nor that all of the persons charge.u 
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to have been members of the alleged conspiracy 
were such. What the evidence in the case must 
establish, beyond a reasonable doubt, is that the 
alleged conspiracy was knowingly formed, and that 
one or more of the means or methods described in 
the indictment were agreed upon to be used, in an 
effort to effect or accomplish some object or 
purpose of the conspiracy, as charged in the 
indictment, and that two or more persons, two or 
more persons, including one or more -- the accused - 
were knowingly members of the conspiracy, as 
charged in the indictment, 

I'll read that last paragraph, so that there 
will be no confusion: That two or more persons, 
including the accused, were knowingly members of 
the conspiracy, as charged in the indictment. 

One may become a member of a conspiracy 
without full knowledge of all the details of the 
conspiracy. On the other hand, a person who has 
no knowledge of a conspiracy, but happens to act 
in a way which furthers some object or purpose of 
the conspiracy, does not, thereby, become a 
conspirator. 

Before the jury may find the defendant, John 


Housand, or any other person, |! is become a member 
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15 
of a conspiracy, the evidence in the case must show 


beyond a reasonable doubt that the conspiracy was 
knowingly formed, and the second element, that the 
defendant, or other person who is claimed to have 
become a member, knowingly and willfully 
participated in the unlawful plan, with the 

intent to advance or further some object or purpose 
of that conspiracy. 

To act or participate willfully means to act 
or participate voluntarily and intentionally, and 
with specific intent to do something which the law 
forbids, or with specific intent to fail to do 
something which the law requires to be done; that 
is to say, to act or participate with the bad 
purpose either to disobey or to disregard the law. 

So if the defendant, or any other person, with 
understanding of the unlawful character of a plan, 
knowingly encourages, advises or assists, for the 
purpose of furthering the undertaking or scheme, 
he thereby becomes a willful participant -- a 
conspirator. 

Generally, the only evidence of a conspiracy 
available is that of the disconnected acts on the 
part of the alleged conspirators. These acts, 


however, when taken together and in connection with 
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each other may show a conspiracy to secure a 
particular result, as Clearly as would more direct 
proof. 

One who willfully Joins an existing conspiracy 
is charged with the same responsibility, as if he 
had been one of the originators or instigators of 
the conspiracy. 

In determing whether a conspiracy existed, 
the jury should consider the actions and 
declarations of all of the alleged participants. 
However, in determining whether the defendant, 
Housand, was a member of the conspiracy, if any, 
the jury should consider only his acts and statements. 
He cannot be bound by the acts or declarations of 
other participants until it is established that a 
conspiracy existed, and that he was one of its 
members. 

Whenever it appears beyond a reasonable doubt 
from the evidence in the case that a conspiracy 
existed, and that the defendant, Housand, was one 
of the members, then the statemeuts thereafter 
knowingly made, and the acts thereafter knowingly 
done, by any person likewise found to be a member, 
may be cons lered by the jury as evidence in the 


case as to the defendant found to have been a 
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member, cven though the statements and acts may 
have occurred in the absence and without .e 
knowledge of the defendant, provided such state- 
ments and acts were knowingly made and done during 
the continuance of such conspiracy, and in 
furtherance of some object or purpose of the 
conspiracy. 

Otherwise, any admission or incriminatory 
statement made, or act done outside of court, oy 
one person, may not be considered as evidence 
against any person who was not present and did not 
hear the statement made, or see the act done. 

Therefore, statements of any conspirator, 
which are not in furtherance of the conspiracy, 
or made before its existence, or after its 
termination, may be considered as evidence only 
against the person making them. 

In your consideration of the evidence in the 
case, as to the offense of conspiracy charged, the 
first element of the crime for you to determine is 
whether or not the conspiracy existed, as alleged 
in the indictment. If you conclude that the 
conspiracy did exist, to violate the law, by 


obstructing justice or the giving of false 


testiniony to a federal official, as alleged, you 
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+9 should next determine whether or not the accused 
: 2 willfully became a member of the conspiracy, 
i‘ 3 willfully and knowingly. | : 
4 If it appears, beyond a reasonable doubt, 
. ‘a: 5 from the evidence in the case tat the conspiracy 
© alleged in the indictment was willfully formed, 
7 and that the defendant willfully became a member 
8 of the conspiracy either at its inception or after- 
, 9 wards, then thera may be a convictior, even though 
10 the conspirators may not have succeeded in 
W ]! accomplishing their common object or purpose, and 
| in fact may have failed in so doing. 
13 The extent of the defendant's participation, 
14 moreover, is not determinative of his guilt or 
15 innocence. A defendant may be convicted as a 
16 conspirator even though he may have played only a 
\e { 7 minor part in the conspiracy. 
% 18 The first count charges the defendant, John 
: 
19 Anthony Housand, of a conspiracy between him and 
20 | Attorney Andrew A. Bucci and other persons, known 
21 and unknown to the grand jury. Jt is important to 
22 remember when considering a conspiracy charge, that : 
“3 & person cannot conspire with himself alone. And, 
24 therefore, you cannot find the defendant guilty, 
a, 25 unless you find beyond a reasonable doubt that he 
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participated in the conspiracy as charged with at 


least one other person, whether such other person 
is a defendart or not, and whether he is named in 
the indictment or not. 

The second element of proof in the conspirac: 
count requires proof that the object of the 
conspiracy must have been a crime. The object 
the conspiracy here, it is alleged, wes that the 
defendant, Housand, would provide false information, 


to the federal authorities by falsely retracting 


testimony known and believed by him to be true, 


which he had given under oath at the trials of 
Joost, Guillette, Marrapese and Zinni, to assist 
them in providing a factual basis, to procure for 
them a new trial and secure « reversal of their 
convictions of conspiracy to kill Daniel LaPolla, 
when he, the defendant, Housand, already kn“w and 
believed that his original testimony at trial 
against them was truthful and accurate to the best 
of his recollection. 

I charge you as a matter of law that the 
factual testimony which defendant Housand gave at 
the aforesaid trials at Hartford and Waterbury, 
respectively, relating to the alleged conspiratorial 


meeting at Carter's Jewelry Store on May 8th, 1972, 
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concerning the plan to kill Daniel IaPolla, was /566 


material factul information. 

As a part of said conspiracy, and in 
furtherance thereof, the Government also alleges 
that the defendant, Housand, falsely accused agents 
and .ttorneys of the Federal Government with 
knowingly and willfully suborning perjury by hin, 
the said John A, Housand, when he testified at 
both of the trials at Hartford and Waterbury, 
respectively, when in truth and in fact, the 
Government claims no agent or attorney of the 
Federal Government at any time > equested, 
commanded, or induced the defendant, John Housand, 
to give any testimony known to be false either to 
him or to said agents or attorneys. 

If you find beyond a reasonable doubt, after 
considering all of the evidence, that the defendant, 
Housand's conduct was designed and directed toward 
accomplishing an unlawful purpose, by an unlawful 
means, in violation of Title 18, U.S. Code, 

Section 1503 and 1001, as I have quoted them to you, 
you may find the second element of the crime has 
been proven. 

The third element of Count 1, the conspiracy 


count, requires proof that the defendant, Housand, 
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knowingly and willfully joined and participatea/?°! 


in the conspiracy, and committed some act or acts 
in furtherance of some object or purpose of the 
conspiracy as charged. 

As a sidelight, I might say I have gone half- 
way through, so you may gauge your time accordingly. 

Getting back to the charge: 

The Government must prove that the defendant's 
act or acts were knowingly and intentionally 
carried out. ‘fo do something knowingly is to do it 
voluntarily and intentionally, and not because of 
mistake or accident or other innocent reason. 

The purpose of adding the word "knowingly" was 
to insure that no one would be convicted for an 
act done because of mistake or accident, or other 
innocent reason. 

It is for you, the jury, to determine whether 
or not this element of the crime charged has been 
proven beyond a reasonable doubt. 

The fourth element required to be proven by 
the Government is that during the existence of the 
conspiracy at least one of the overt acts alleged 
in the indictment was committed by one or more of 
the members °%f the conspiracy, in furtherance of 


the objectives thereof. 
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In furtherance of the conspiracy, it is iS 
alleged among the overt acts, the following: 
Number one, on or about July -- andj this is in your 
indictment that you will have with you -=- on or 
abo::t July 1974, Shirley Freeman Turner placed a 
phone call to Special Attorney Paul E. Coffey. 

A second overt act alleged on or about 
September 14, 1974 Andrew Bucci traveled to 
Atlanta, Georgia, and thereafter spoke to 
William Marrapese. 

Third, on or about November 13, 1974 John 
Housand and Andrew Bucci appeared in the office of 
the United States Attorney in New Haven. 

Fourth, on or about December 6, '74 John 
Housand testified before a Federal Grand Jury in 
Hartford. 

By the term “overt act" is meant any act 
committed by the defendant in an effort to effect 
or accomplish some object or purpose of the 
conspiracy. The overt act need not be in itself 
criminal in nature, if considered separately and 
apart from the conspiracy. It may be as 
innocent as the act of a man walking across the 
street, or driving an automobile, or using a 


telephone. It must, however, be an act which 
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follows and tends towards the accomplishment of 
the plan or scheme, and must be knowingly done in 
furtherance of some object or purpose of the 
conspiracy charged in the indictment. 

As stated before, the burden is always upon 
the prosecution, the Government, to prove beyond 
a reasonable doubt every essential element of the 
crime charged. The law never imposes upon a 
defendant in a cr.» inal case the burden or duty of 
calling any witness or producing any evidence. 

Now, under Count 2 of the indictment it is 
charged that the defendant, John Anthony Housand, 
with a violation of Title 18, U.S. Code, Section 
1623, which is known as the perjury statute, in 
that he is alleged to have falsely testified before 


a grand jury empaneled in Hartford, Connecticut, 


on the 6th day of December, 1974. The testimony 


which the Government contends was false was 
Housand's statement before the grand jury, in the 
second count, that he had been suborned and 

induced by certain employees of the Federal 
Government to give false testimony at the two 
prior criminal trials at Hartford and at Waterbury, 
resp ctively. 


Tre federal perjury statute provides, in 


pertinent part, and I quote: 1570 


"Whoever under oath, in any proceedings before 
any court or grand jury of the United States 
knowingly makes any false material declaration 
shall be guilty of a crime against the United 
States." 

Title 18, U.S. Code, Section 1623(c) further 
provides as follows: An indictment for violation 
of this section alleging that, in any proceedings 
before or ancillary to any court or grand jury of 
the United States, the defendant under oath has 
knowingly made two or more declarations, which are 
inconsistent to the degree that one of them is 
necessarily false, need not specify which 
declaration is false, if each declaration was 
material to the point in question; and I charge you 
as a matter of law that the declarations of the 
defendant Housand charged in the second count were 
material and relevant to the inquiries of the grand 
jury before whom he was testifying. 

Item 2, the falsity of a declaration set forth 
in the indictment shall be established sufficient 
for conviction by proof that the defendant, while 
under oath, made irreconcilably contradictory 


declarations, material to the point in question, 
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in any proceeding before or ancillary to any court 


or grand jury. It shall be a defense to an 
andictment made pursuant to the first sentence of 
this subsection that the defendant at the time he 
mace each declaration believed the declaration was 
true. 

The definition of the legal term "perjury" 
simply means: the willful assertion as to a matter 
of fact or knowledge made by a witness in a 
judicial proceeding, as part of his evidence, either 
upon oath or in any fcrm allowed by law to be 
substituted for an oath, such as by affirmation, 
and said assertion was known by the witness at the 
time to be false. 

The essential elements required to be proved 
in order to establish the offense charged in 
Count 2 of the indictment, are, first, that the 
testimony was given under oath taken by the 


accused before the grand jury, as to some material 


matter in said grand jury proceedings, as charged; 


second, that the testimony given was false in one 

or more of the respects charged; and, third, that 

the false testimony was willfully given, as charged. 
If you find that either of the purported 


statements were true, or that the defendant did not 
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make these statements, or that the defendant 
believed these statements to be true at the time 
when he purportedly made them, or that these 
purported statements, if false, were not material, 
or that these purported statements were not made 
under oath, then of course you will find him not 
guilty of violating this section of the law. 

The materiality of the matter involved in the 
alleged false testimony is not a matter with which 
you, as the jury, are concerned; but rather it is 
a question for the Court to decide, as a matter of 
law. You are instructed that the questions asked 
of the accused before the grand jury, under the 
second count, and the responses given by the 
defendant, John Housand, as chai :d therein, 
constituted material and relevant matter in the 
grand jury proceedings. 

The crime charged in this case is a serious 
crime, which requires proof of specific intent 
before the defendant can be convicted. 

Specific intent, as the term implies, means 
more than a mere general intent to commit the act. 
To establish specific intent the Government must 
prove that the defendant knowingly did an act which 


the law forbids, purposely intending to violate the 
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law. Such intent may be determined from all thd 7 


facts and circumstances surrounding the case. 

Intent ordinarily may not be proved directly, 
because there is no way of fathoming or scrutinizin 
the operations of the human mind. But you may 
infer a defendant's interest from the surrounding 
circumstances. You may consider any statement made 
and done or omitted by the defendant, and all other 
facts and circumstances in evidence which indicate 
his state of mind. It is ordinarily reasonable to 
infer that a person intends the natural and 
probable consequenees of acts knowingly done, or 
knowingly omitted. 

The defendant may not be found guilty of 
perjury simply because he gives testimony which is 
factually incorrect. He may have given incorrect 
testimony because of surprise, confusion, haste, 
inadvertence, honest mistake as to ~acts, careless- 
ness or negligence. As has been said, you may not 
find him guilty unless you find beyond a reasonable 
doubt that the giving of false testimony was 
willful, and that the other elements of the offense 
are present. The question and answer must be 
unambiguously specific to support a conviction under 


Title 18, U.S. Code, Section 1623. 
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Since every crime requires a voluntary mind, 


© may be a defense to a criminal charge that the 
criminal act was not committed voluntarily, but 
was the result of coercion or compulsion. There 
is really no technical distinction in the use of 
the terms coercion and compulsion, when they are 
used to designate a defense in a criminal case. 
And they are often used interchangeably. In fact, 
the terms are practically synonymous, .1lthough 
coercion is applied more accurately perhaps to the 
accomplishment of one's purpose by indirect means, 
as threats or intimidation, and compulsion to the 
Overcoming of one's will, by means of force or 
physical restraint. 

In order, however, to provide a legal excuse 
for any criminal conduct, compulsion or coercion 
must be present and immediate, and of such a nature 
as to induce a well-founded fear of impending 
death, or serious bodily injury; and there must be 
no reasonable opportunity to escape the compulsion, 
without committing the crime, or participating in 
the commission of the crime. Fear of injury to 
others, or to one's property, or to remote bodily 


harm, do not excuse an offense. 


Moreover, in order to constitute a defense to a 
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charge of criminal conspiracy, continuing over a 4 
course of weeks or months, the force and fear must 
continue throughout the period charged, without any 
reasonable opportunity to escape the commission of 
the crime or crimes which are the purp: 3e of the 
conspiracy. In other words, this coercion or 
compulsion that will excuse the criminal must be 
present, immediate and impending, and of such a 
nature as to induce a well-grounded apprehension 
of death or serious bodily injury, if the act is 
not done. 

If, however, the evidence in the case would 
leave yvu with a reasonable doubt whether, at the 
time and place of the alleged offense, the accused 
acted willfully and voluntarily, that is to say, 
whether the accused was forced in effect to commit 
the crimes charged in the indictment by coercion 
and compulsion, and that he had no reasonable 
opportunity to avoid such acts, as just explained, 
then you should acquit the accused. 

Under Counts 3 and 4, from reading the 
indictment -- as I say, I won't read them because 
they are lengthy, and they are very simple when 
they are analyzed -- from reading the indictment 


you will note that the defendant, John Housand, is 
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charged in the third and fourth counts of 1$7 
violating the same federal statute as in the second 
count; that is the perjury statute. The only 
difference between the charges contained in the 
second count and the third and the fourth counts 

is the date, the place of the alleged violation, 
and that the perjury was committed before the 
Court, during a trial, and not before the grand 
jury. 

Thus, even though each of these counts 
charges a separate offense, the elements of the 
proof are the same as in the second count. 

If you find beyond a reasonable doubt that the 
defendant, John Housand, did testify to those 
matters as alleged in the indictment, then I 
instruct you as a matter of law on the third count 
that the questions asked of the defendant, Housand, 
and the testimony he gave in response thereto, 
before the Court and petit jury, in the trial of 
the ciiminal case, H-524, concerning the guilt or 
innocence of the defendants Guillette and Joost, 
on. or about December 13, 19/3, was material and 
relevant testimony, as a matter of law. Further- 


more, the defendant, Housand's testimony before the 


Federal Grand Jury on December 6, 1974, relating 
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v1 to she recantation of his trial testimony is ;5/7/ 
2 material testimony, as a matter of law. 
, 3 The jury is further instructed on the fourth 
“ count that as a matter of law, if you find that 
5 the defendant, John Housand, did testify to those 
6 matters as alleged in the indictment, the questions 
7 asked of the defendant Housand and the testimony 
8 he gave in response, as alleged in the fourth 
9 count of this indictment made at the federal court 
10 and jury trial of Guillette and Joost in criminal 
1 case H-524, on or about December 18, 1973, was 
12 material testimony in determining the credibility 
13 of the defendant Housand before the Court and jury; 
14 and, furthermore, the defendant Housand's testimony 
15 on December 6, 1974, betore the Federal Grand Jury, 
16 relating to the recantation of his trial testimony, 
17 was material and relevant to said grand jury which 
18 was investigating the facts and circumstances 
19 surrounding his recantation of his trial testimony. 
20 You, as jurors, are the sole judges of the 
21 credibility of the witnesses and the weight that 
22 their testimony deserves. 
23 You should carefully scrutinize the testimony 
24 given, the circumstances under which each witness 
~~ 25 has testified, and every matter in avidence which 
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motive and state of mind, and demeanor and manner 
while on the witness stand. Consider also any 
relation which each witness might have -- might 
bear to either side of the case; the manner in 
which each witness might be affected by the 
verdict, and the extent to which, if at all, each 
witness is either supported or contradicted by 
other evidence. 

Inconsistencies or discrepancies in the 
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tends to indicate whether the witness is worthy of 
belief. Consider each witness' intelligence, 
testimony of a witness, or between the testimony of 


or hear it differently; and innocent misrecollection 
like failure of recollection, is not an uncommon 
experience in our everyday life. 

In weighing the effect of a discrepancy, 
consider whether it pertains to a matter of 
importance, or an wimportant detail, and whether 
the discrepancy results irom innocent error or 
willful falsehood. 

All evidence of a witness wnose self-interest 


or ustitude is shown to be such as might tend to 
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different w’snesses, may or may not cause the jury 

to discredit such testimony. Two or more persons 

witnessing an incident or a transaction may see ‘ 
cali 


prompt testimony unfavorable to the accused, 1577 
should be considered with caution, and weighed 
with great obit 

A witness may be discredited or impeached by 
contradictory evidence, or by evidence that at 
other times the witness has made statements which 
are inconsistent with the witness' present 
testimony. 

If you believe any witness has been impeached 
and thus discredited, it is your exclusive 
province to give the testimony of that witness 
such credibility, if any, as you may think it 
deserves. 

If a witness is shown knowingly to have 
testified falsely concerning any material matter, 
then you have a right to distrust such witness’ 
testimony in other particulars. And you may 
reject all the testimony of that witness, or give 
it such credibility as you may think it Ceserves. 

The rules of evidence ordinarily do not 
permit a witness to testify as to his opinions or 
conclusions thereon. A so-called expert witness, 


such as Dr. Sullivan, the psychiatrist, is an 


exception to that rule. A witness who, by 


education and/or experience has become an expert 
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in any art, science, profession or calling, may 15 
be permitted to state his opinions as to a matter 
“n which he is versed, and which is material to 
the case, and may also state the reasons for such 
opinion. 

You should consider each expert opinion 
received in evidence in this case, and give it 
such weight as you think it deserves. And you may 
reject it entirely if you conclude the reasons 
given in support of the opinion are unsound. 


There was testimony here from law enforcement 


officers. The testimony of a law enforcement 


officer is entitled to no special or exclusive 
sanctity merely because it comes from a law 
enforcement officer. 

A law enforcement officer, who takes the 
witness stand, subjects his testimony to the same 
examination and the same tests that any other 
witness does, and in the case of such officer you 
should not believe him merely because he is a law 
enforcement officer. You should evaluate his 
testimony, as you do that of any other witness. 

With respect to the defendant, John Housand, 
who testified, you must carefully consider his 


testimony. An accused person is not obligated to 
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take the witness stand in his own behalf. O te? I 


other hand, he has a perfect right to do so, as the 
defendant has done here. 

In weighing the testimony he has given, you 
should apply the same principles by which the 
testimony of the other witnesses is tested, 
including the witnesses called by the Government. 
An accused person, having taken the witness stand, 
is before you just like any other witness. And 
is entitled to the same consideration, and you may 
have his testimony measured in the same way as any 
other witness. 

You have heard testimony pertaining to the 
alleged involvement of the witness Marrapese in 
this w»,atter. Mr. Marrapese stands in the position | 
of an informer, or unindicted co-conspirator. 
Therefore, you must examine his testimony with 
greater scrutiny than the testimony of an ordinary 
witness. 

You have also heard cestimony of the prior 
fetony convictions of the witnesses Marrapese and 
Mr. Housand. This testimony was admitted into 
evidence as an attack upon their credibility. 

The weight to be attached to such testimony and the 


effect which you find upon credibility as to each 
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Waterbury. Now, he was brought under the witness 


such witness is for you, the jury, to determine. ie 2 a 
The witness, William Marrapese, testified that. 
among other things, his life sentence was reduced 


to a term of six years over in the court in 


protection program of the United State; Marshal's 
Service, and his family was re vcated. This 
testimony was admitted into evidence for the 
purpose of showing motive, interest, bias or 
prejudice, and was admitted as an attack upon the 
credibility of the witness Marrapese. The weight 
to be attached to such testimony and the effect 
which you find upon his credibility as a witness, 
is for you, the jury, to determine. 

In other words, you are entitled to consider 
whether the reduction of his sentence had any 
bearing upon the truth or falsity of his testimony, 
and the weight to be given to it. Clearly, it is 
not for -rou to ascertain or make any determination 
whether you believe in tne decirion that the law 
enforcement agents and the Court in Waterbury 
arrived at with resp:ct to the reduction of his 
sentence. Nor should you permit that factor to 
«cter into or affect your deliberations in any 


marrcr, other than as I have just explained to you. 
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I would also advise you that under your oa 
as jurers you are not allowed to consider the 
punishment which might be imposed by the Court upon 
a convicted defendant to influence your verdict in 
any way, or in any sense to enter into your 
deliberations. 

The duty of imposing sentence, in the event 
of a conviction, has been vested by the Congress in 
the Court. The length of sentence that could be 


imposed is not a matter for your consideration. 


Your function is solely to determine the guilt or 


innocence of the defendant on the basis of the 
factual testimony and the law as I have ‘structed 
you. 

The verdict must re reser. the considered 
judgment of eac* juror. In order to return a 
verdict it is necessary th. each juror agree 
thereto. In other words, your verdict must be 
unanimous. 

It is your duty as jurors to consult with one 
another and to deliberate with a view to reaching 
an agreement, if you can do so withovt violence 
to individual judgment. Each of you must decide 
the case 1 yourself, but do so only after an 


impartial consideration of the evidence with your 
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fellow jurors. EEF 


In the course of your deliberations do not 
hesitate to reexamine your own views and change 
your opinion if convinced it is erroneous. But, 
do not surrender your honest conviction as to the 
weight or effect of evidence solely because of 
the opinion of your fellow jurors, or for the 
mere purpose of returning a verdict. 

Upon retiring to the jury room you will 
select one of your number as a foreman, or 
forelady -- probably today we can say a foreperson. 
Such person shall act as a kind of chairman or 
chairlady of the panel, and will be your spokesman 
here in court. 

‘Now, when you retire to the jury room, that 
will be the first order of business. With a 
chairman you can then have some orderly discussion 
of what is before you. 

But do not consider or discuss the case or 
its merits until the clerk brings in to you the 
exhibits and this indictment. 

And the reason for that is very simple: after 
you have retired I'm confident that both attorneys 
will ask the Court to explain something more fully, 


or to correct some statement the Court made. And 


GFA 


va if the Court agrees with them on some point that SKS 


2 hasn't been covered, I would call you back and 

3 cover it, or attempt to cover the points raised. 

4 But, when the Clerk brings in to you this 

5 indictment, and a copy of tie exhibits, you will 

7 then know that you may proceed to conclusion with 

7 your deliberations. 

6 The jury is now excused. 

9 (In the absence of the jury): 

16 THE COURT: Counsel for tne Government, do 

i you have any exceptions to note? 

12 MR. CASEY: No, your Honor. : 

13 THE COURT: Counsel for the acténdant, do you 
y have any exceptions to note? 

15 R. HEIMAN: If you onor please, I would 


16 especiallx except to’that portion of your Honor's 


17 charge with respéct to each count in which you 


18 a matter of law that the 

19 I except because I submit 

20 minishes the right of 

21 ury, by removing 

22 gd thereby 

23 rial 
determined as a matter of law, by the Cotrt on the 

25 one hand, in telling the jury to determine that as 
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i DISTRICT OF CONNECTICUT a 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA ) / Oe, 
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| HOUSAND, ROBER2 JOOST, EDWARD J.) 
} PELLEGRINO, and SHIRLEY FREEMA’; ) 
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INDICTMENT at. 
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The Grand Jury charges: ots — 
. >3 se my 
\ COUNT I | a a 
f ie ae =, , © 
1. On or about the 6th day of June, 1974 in the-Sistrict of ; 

i 
| Connecticut, ANDREW A. BUCCI, being then and there a witness in the case £3 
} aS/ 


of United States .. David Guillette, Robert Joost, Nicholas Zinni, and 
William Marrapese, Criminal No. H-524, pending before the United States 
i District Cour’ in the District of Connecticut, while under Oath, did know- 
ingly make false materia) declarations. 
li 2. At the saia time and place it was material to the said Court 
i! and Jury to determine whether or not, on the 25th day of September, 1972 
i ANDREW A, BUCCI had engaged in bona fide professional efforts, as an ate 
i torney, to locate a certain witness, Daniel LaPolla, or whether, on the 
: contrary, on the said Gate, ANDREW A, BUCCI assisted William Marrapese, 
Robert Joost, and Davi’ Guillette in the efforts of those individuals to 
locate and intimidate the said witness; and it was specifically n ‘erial 
i to the said Court and Jury to ascertain whether on September 25, 1972 


ANDREW A. BUCCI had stated to special agents of the 3ureau of Alcohol, 


| Tobacco and Firearms his true purpose when he requested admittance to 


the Rectory of the Hioly Ghost Church in Providence, Rhode Island, and whether 


iH or not ANDREW A, BUCCI, upon leaving the said Rectory, met and spoke with 
. William Marrapese, Robert Joost, and David Guillette. 


3. At said time and place, ANDREW A. BUCCI, being first sworn to 


testify truthfully, gave certain testimony as follows: 


"Q. 


A. 


2- 


All right. And what happened after you requested per- 
mission to enter? 


He was not allowed at first, and there was some dic- 
cussion about my getting in. I can tell you what I said 
to the agents. I said to them +»-t I wanted to be ad- 
mitted, and my sole purpose, ™ *- pwpose was to 
find out if Daniel La Polia » . vnding that wake, 

he, the Reverend LaPolla, ha g been his brother, and 
I indicated to the officer, nauzly, Sal Petrella, that 
I sought the admission to the parlor for the purpose 

of interviewing Mr, LaPolla, if he would be interviewed, 
and he could refuse me, and I told the officer if he 
would like to come in with me or the agent and be pre- 
sent when I interviewed him or not be present, but 

that was my purpose. I was led into the funeral parlor 
at that point. 


In fact, your sole purpose of being at the Rectory 
was to interview Daniel LaPolla -- 


ND question about it. 
-- on behalf of Mr. Marrapese? 


That is correct, sir. 


I believe your tectimony was that you told Agent 
Petrella that that was your sole purpose? 


Shat .~> correct. 


Ar’ - he could be present at an interview with 
Mr. Larolla if Mr. LaPolla consented to it? 


That is correct. 
Any doubt in your mind about that statement? 
No doubt at all. 


Now, did you attempt to shove anyone out of the way 
to get into the Rectory area when you first arrived? 


No. I did not. 

Did you place your hand on any Federal Agent? 
No. I did not. 

You're sure? 


Quite the contrary. 


And you left the interior area and that is when you 
met with Mr. Marrapese, Mr. Joost and Mr. Guillette? 


I didn't meet with them at all. I saw them and I 
went by them, 


-3- 


bid you have any discussion with tu-m? 
No. I did not. 


Did you stop in the close physical proximity to Mr. 
Joost and Mr. Guillette? 


Not to my recollection, sir. 


Did Mr. Marrapese stop and talk with Mr. Guillette 
and Mr. Joost that you observed? 


Not in my view. 
Are you sure of that? 


Yes." 


The said testimony of ANDREW A. BUCCI, as he then and there 
well knew, was false in that on September 25, 1972, he cid not ask any 
Special Agent of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms to be per- 
mitted to enter the Rectory of the Holy Ghost Church in Providence, Rhode 
Island during the wake for Reverend Angelo LaPolla in furtherence of a 


bona fide effort, as an attorney, to locate a certain witness, Daniel; and, 


on the contrary, he entered the said Rectory to locate the said witness, 


Polla to assist William Marrapese, David Guillette and Robert 
* efforts to intimidate the caid witness, and upon leaving 
7 he met and spoke with William Marrapese, David Guillette 
all the above is in violation of Title 18, United States Code, 


Section 1623. 


COUNT II 
a 

The Grand Jury further charges: 

1. On the 3rd day of December, 1974, in the District of Connec- 
ticut, ANDREW A. BUCCI, being then and there a witness, under oath, be- 
fore the United States Grand Jury did knowingly make false material declar- 
ations. 

2. At the said time and place it was matci-! to the said grand 
jury to ascertain whether or not prior to April, 1473, JONN ANTHONY HOUSAND 


was in possession of information of any kind rélating to past, or then 


oO ho 


f 


oha 


eurrent criminal activity by Davi? illette, Robert Joost, William 
Marrapese_ Nicholas Zinni and / al A, BUCCI; and specitucally whether 
JOHN A. HOUSAND had communicated to ANDREW A. BUCCI through Robert R. 
White, an attorney, any message to ANDREW A. BUCCI wherein JOHI' A. HOUSAND 


implied that he, JOHN A. HOUSAND, had knowledge of criminal acitivity in- 


volving David Guillette and ANDREW A. BUCCI and that it would he necessary 


for ANDREW A. BUCCI to have money sent to JOHN A. HOUSAND to secure JOHN 
A. HOUSAND's continued silence; and specifically whether or not ANDREW A. 
BUCCI had discussed his prior experiences or dealings with JOHN A. HOUSAND 
during a telephone conversation with Robert R. White, an Arkansas attorney 
retained by JOHN A. HOUSAND at approximately the first week of August, 1972. 
3. At said 3rd day of Decembe., 1: .'+, ANDREW A. BUCCI, being 
first sworn to testify truthfully, gave certain testimony concerning a 
telephone conversation with Robert R. White as follows: 


"Q. Was it subsequent to this call from the woman that 
you received a call fror the lawyer? 


A. Yes, ond again, I don't recall the name; simply 
asking whether cr not somebody had contacted me on 
behulf c’ nis client, John Anthony Housand, and was 
‘sere any finances to be arranged with him. I in- 
dicated to him I got a message to David, and he 
suggest-d that he would not help him financially. 


y : 


ssf 
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Does the name, Revert White, sou i familiar as to 
the name of the lawyer? 


I don't recall. 

The lawyer, in any event, did he state anything 
that you can recall as having the same threatening 
or nasty -- 


(Interposing) Not at all. 


Did he communicate any specific message from Mr. 
Housand? 


None. 

Did he in any way intimate in the slightest degree 
that Mr. Housand might create problems for Mr. 
Guillette or anybody else if money were not forth- 


coming? 


No. 


You are quite clear this was not insinuated or in- 
timated in any way? 


a %« 


You are talking about the lawyer? 
Yes. 
No. 


You are quite clear that the lawyer did not -- 


(Interposing) Did not threaten, 


Did not threaten, or did hk insinuate? 
No. 

Imply? 

No, 

Or suggest in any way whatsoever? 

Not at all. 


It was simply a request for information as to 
whether money, funds, could be made available for 
Mr. Housind, and you Simply advised him you had 
received si ‘lar requests from a woman, had de- 
livered the message, and you understood no money 
was coming? 


That is correct. 
Did you give any advice to that attorney with 


respect to how he should conduct himself with 
respect to Mr. Housand, 


No. 


Did you relate to him any of your prior exper- 
iences or dealings with Mr, Housand? 


No. 

Did you communicate to that lawyer any information 
concerning problems that Mr. Housand either had or 
had created back in Rhode Island? 


No. 


Did you state in any way to that lawyer that he 
should be careful in his dealings with Mr. Housand? 


No. 


Did you suggest in any way to that lawyer that he 
should refrain from having any further involvement 
with Mr. Housand? 


No. 


4, The said testimony of ANDREW A. BUCCI, as he then and there 


well knew was false in that in approximately the first week of August, 1972, 


7rr Pe Se ees Fay eee ae 
* —_=3 rl 


i id 


Robert R. White communicated to ANDREW A. BUCCI, by telephone, a threatening 
! message from JOHN A. NOUSAND, upon which occasion ANDREW A. BUCCI commun- 
icated to ‘obert R. White certain prior experiences that ANDREW A. BUCCI 
had with JOHN A. HOUSAND and further that Robert R. White should be care- 
ful in any dealings with JOHN A HOUSAND and should refrain from further 
involvement with JOHN A. HOUSAND. 
| All of the above in violation of Title 18, United States Code, 


Section 1623. 


COUNT THREE 
| The Gran’ Jury further charges: 


1. On the 13th day of November, 1974, and for u period of time 


Pag 
re 


£2. 


prior thereto in the District of Connecticut, JOHN A. HOUSAND ..nd ANDREW 
A. BUCCI did endeavor to influence, obstruct and impede the due administra- 
tion of justice 

I+ was part of the said endeavor that JOHN A. HOUSAND and ANDREW 


A. BUCCI would appear before the United States Attorney for the Dist 


oi, a |. OO —e Oe || ae 


of Connecticut on the said date and then and there orally submit to the 
said United States Attorney a purported recantation of testimony given by 
JOHN A. HOUSAND during the trials of United States v. Robert Joost, David 
Guillette, Nicholas Zinni, and William Marrapese, Criminal No. H-524, in 
the United States District Court for the District of Connecticut, which 
recantation the said JOHN A. HOUSAND and ANDREW A. BUCCI well knew to be 
false, fraudulent, and corruptly obtained and created. 

2. It was part of said endeavor by JOHN A. HOUSAND and ANDREW A. 
BUCCI that the said false, fictitious and fraudulent recantation would and 
did become the basis for certain post-trial motions by means of which JOHN 


A. HOUSAND and ANDREW A. BUCCI would ecudeavor to corruptly and fraudulently 


obstruct, impede and nullify judgments of conviction and sentences of im- 


prisonment imposed by the United States District Court for the District of 


Connecticut in the said case, United States v. David Guiilette, Robert 


Joost, Nicholas Zinni, and William Marrapese, Crimina). No. H-52h, 


a P « 


All of the above in violation of Title 18, United States Code, 


Section 1503, and 2, 


COUNT IV 


The Grand Jury further charges: 


i 1. On or about the 13th day of November, 1974, in the District 
of Connecticut, JOHN A. HOUSAND and ANDREW A. BUCCI did knowingly and wil- 
fully make false, fictitious and fraudulent st .i nts and representations 
to the United States Department of Justice in ma.-ers within the juris- 
diction of that Gepartment. 

2. At the said time and Place, JOHN A. HOUSAND and ANDREW A. 
BUCCI did make to the United States Attorney for the District of Connecticut, 
a duly constituted officer of the United States Department of Justice, 
charged with the duty to investigate and prosecute all crimes against the 

| United States in the District of Connecticut, certain false and fraudulent 

) material allegations of criminal conduct by diverse other persons as more 

fully set forth herein, well knowing the said allegations to be false, fic- 


titious and fraudulent, 


’ a _ | RR a 
i 3. At the said time and place, JOHN A. HOUSAND and ANDREW A. BUCCI 


did represent to the United States Attorney that Earl Fowler, James Waterson, 
Robert Creighton, Richard Weronik, Stanley Comforti, and Saivatore Petrella, 
Special Agents of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, and Paul 
E. Coffey, Gerald McDowell, and Jeffrey Johnson, Special Attorneys, United 
States Department of Justice did suborn and coerce JOHN A. HOUSAND to give 
perjurious testimony at the trials of United States v. Robert Joost, David 
Guillette, Nicholas Zinni and William Marrapese in the United States Dis- 
trict Court for the District of Connecticut, Criminal No. H-52 
| 4. The said statement and representation were false in that the 
1 above-named special agents of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, 
and the above-named Department of Justice Special Attorneys never advised 
: JOHN A. HOUSAND to give any false testimony at any time; and, on the con- 
trary, admonished JOM A. HOUSAND at all times relevant to testify truth- 


fully to the best of his knowledge. 


JALa 
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All of the above is in violation of Title 18, United States Code, 


Section 100] and 2, 


COUNT V 

The Grand Jury further charges: 

1. On the 6th day of December, 1974, in the District of Connec- 
ticut, JOHN ANTHONY HOUSAND, being then and there a witness, under oath, 
before the United States Crand Jury, did knowingly make false material de- 
clarations. 

2. At « ajd time and place. it was material to the said grand 
jury te ascertain whethe= or not JOHN ANTHONY HOUSAND had been suborncd and 


inducei to give f lse testimony at the trials of the case, United States v. 


David Guillet‘ 


» RoLert Joost, Nicholas Zinni, and William Marrapese, Crim- 
inal No. H-524, in the United states District Court for the District of 
Connecticut; and whether or not JOHN ANTHONY HOUSAND had ever, prior to 
November 13, 1974, stated to any employee of the United States that such 


testimony was false. 


3. On the said 6th day of December, 1974, JOHN ANTHONY HOUSAND, 


being fir.t sworn to testify truthfully, gave certain stimony as follows: 


"Q. Would you please explain to the jury what caused you 
to give untruthful testimony at those trials? 


A. I received various inducements by certain individuals 
from the federal government, 


I would like you to be somewhat more specific and con- 
picte. Tell us exactly what happened to cause you to 
testify untruthfully at those trials. 


Well, it started on or about the 15th of April of 1973. 
I was serving a prison sentence in the State of North 
Carolina. On that date, I was visited by two agents 
from the A.T.F. Divisicn of the Treasury Department out 
of Hartford here. One name is James Waterson, and the 
other name of the agent was Earl Fowler... 


Go on. 


And they says, “fhis is basically the way it will be." 
I says, "You want me to give you a statement based on 
what vou feed to me and I, in turn, go up there," and 
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says, "Well, yes, this is what we will do". 
So the first time you agreed to do it was after 
Waterson and Fowler told you that they could throw 


in these added inducements, the five thousand dollars, 
the relocation, the new identity? 


On the lie part, yes. 


Until they threw in those additional inducements, you 
would not agree to give the false testimony? 


I hadn't been asked to up to that point. 


I think we are back where we just finished the 
Grand Jury, and then after that Coffey and Petrella 
came to visit you in jail? 


Yes. 
Did you see anybody else befe e trial? 


Many, many times. I saw Coffey; I saw Petrella; I 
saw Waterson; I saw Fowler, Weronik, Creighton. 


Was each one of these persons advised by you that your 
testimony was, in fact, falce? I am not asking you to 
just assume they knew the things you knew. Tell me 
which ones of those people who actually at one time 
you said in understandable English words, "You know 


this is all false, all a frameup," or something to 
na > ? 


Coffey, Petrella, Fowler, Waterson and Weronik. 
How about Johnson? 
You said prior to trial. 


Okay, ti right. You have covered it now prior 
to trial’ 


Yes, 
During the trial, who else actually did you tell or 
in whose presence did you ever say that your testimony 


was false? 


Coffey, Petrella, Johnson, Fowler and Waterson. 


How about Marshal Paul Connolly? 

He ov-~heard the conversation." 

The iid testimony of JOHN ANTHO!IY HOUSAND, as he then and 
there well knew was false in that he was not suborned and induced to give 
false testimony at the said trials, and he never prior to November 13, 1974, 


stated te any employee of the United States that such testimony was false. 
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All of the above is in violation of Title 18, United States Code, 


Section 1623. 


COUNT VI 
The Grand Jury further charges: 
1. From on or about the first day of October, 1974, up until the 


date of the return of this indictment, in the District of Connecticut and 


elsewhere, JOHN ANTHONY HCUSAND, ANDREW A. BUCCI, SHIRLEY FREEMAN TURNER , 


ROBERT JOOST, DAVID GUILLEITE, JONN T. GIBSON, °.. and EDWARD J. PELLEGRINO 
did combine, conspire, confed ite, and agree, together among themselves and 
with other persons whose identities are unknown to the grand jury, to commit 
offenses against the United States, to wit, obstruction of justice, sub- 
mission of false statements to a department of the United States, and false 
declarations before a United States Grand Jury. 

2. It was part of the said conspiracy that the said JOHN ANTHONY 
HOUSAND, ANDREW A. BUCCI, SHIRLEY FREEMAN TURNER, ROBERT JOOST, DAVID 
GUILLETTE, JOHN T. GIBSON, and EDWARD J. PELLEGRINO would endeavor to 


influence, obstruct and impede the due administration of justice by the sub- 


mission to the United States Attorney for the District of Connecticut of a 


certain purported recantation by JOHN ANTHONY HOUSAND of testimony given by 

JOWUN ANTHONY HOUSAND at the trials of United States v. David Guillette, 

Robert Joost, Nicholas Zinni, and William Marrapese, Criminal No. H-524, in 

the United States District Court for the District of Connecticut, which 

purported recantation would be false, fraudulent, and corruptly obtained 

and created in ar endeavor to corruptly and fraudulently obstruct, impede, 

and nullify judgments of conviction and sentences of imprisonment imposed 

in the said case, in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 1503. 
3. It was further a part of the said conspiracy that the said 

JOHN ANTHONY HCUSAND, ANDREW A. BUCCI, SHIRLEY FREEMAN TURNER, ROBERT JOOST, 

DAVID GUILLETTE, JOHN T. GIBSON, and EDWARD J. PELLNGRINO would knowingly 

and wilfully make false, fictitious and fraudulent statements and repre- 


sentations i the United States Department of Justice in macters within the 
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jurisdiction of that department by submitting to the United States Attorney 
for the District of Connecticut certain false and fraudulent material al- 
legations that certain Special Agents of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and 
Firearms and certain Special Attorneys of the United States Department of 
Justice did suborn and coerce JOUN ANTHONY HOUSAND to give false testimony 
at the trials of United States v. David Guillette, Robert Joost, Nicholas 
Zinni, and William Marrapese, Criminal No. H-524 in the United States Dis- 
trict Court for the District of Connecticut, even though, as the said de- 
fendants did and would know, the said Special Agents and Special Attorneys 
never did suborn or coerce any such false testimony; in violation of Title 
18, United States Code, Section 1001. 


4, It was further a part of the said conspiracy that the sad 


JOHN ANTHONY HOUSAND, ANDREW A. BUCCI, SHIRLEY FREEMAN TURNER, ROBERT JOOST, 


DAVID GUILLEITE, JOHN T. GIBSON, and EDWARD J. PELLEGRINO would cause 
JOHN ANTHONY HOUSAND to be a witness before the United States Grand Jury, 
and, after being first sworn to testify truthfully, to knowingly make false 


material declarations that he had been suborned and induced by certain 


Special Agents of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms and certain 
Special Attorneys of the United States Department of Justice to testify 
falsely at the trials of United States v. David Guillette, Robert Joost, 


Nicholas Zinni, and William Marrapese, Criminal No. H-524 in the United 
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States District Court for the District of Connecticut, even though, as the 


said defendants did and would know, the said Special Agents and Special 
Attorneys never did suborn or coerce any such false testimony; in violation 
of Title 18, United States Code, Section 1623. 

5. Pursuant to the said conspiracy and for the purpose of accomp- 
lishing the objectives thereof, the said defendants did commit, among 


others, the following: 


OVERT ACTS 
1. On or about October 20, 1974, the defendants ROBEXT JOOST, 


JOHN T. GIBSON, » and EDWARD PELLEGRINO met together. 


2. On or about October 20, 1974, the defendants ROBERT JOOST and 
DAVID GUILLETTE met togethcr. 

3. On or about November 11, 1974, the defendants JOHN ANTHONY 
HOUSAND and ANDREW A. BUCCI conducted a telephone conversation. 

4. On or about November 13, 1974, the defendants JOHN ANTHOnY 
HOUSAND and ANDREW A. BUCCI made certain representations to the United 
States Attorney for the District of Connecticut. 

5. On or about November ', 1974, or November 5, 197!) the de- 
fendant SIHIITRLEY FREEMAN TURITER conducted a telephone conversation with one 
William Freeman. 

6. On or about November 15, 16 and 17, 1974, the defendant 
SHIRLEY FREEMAN TURNER traveled from Savannah, Georgia to Providence, Rhode 
Island. 

All of the above is in violation of Title 18, Unitcd States Code, 
Section 371. 


A TRUE BILL 
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